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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES
Washington, DC

DEAR MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES: The Historical
Information of the Committee on Resources and its Predecessor Committees,
1807 — 2002 is a relevant committee document prepared by the Chief Clerk of
the Committee on Resources as a catalogue of historical information. As the
committee approaches its bicentennial, it is worthwhile to look back at the history
of a Committee which has impacted the very growth of the United States.

This report is relevant to the Members of this Committee affords Members
and staff an opportunity to examine the past in the context of this committee's
jurisdictions and draw lessons from history as we prepare to help shape the
future. I hope you will take the opportunity to use this reference. And examine
the issues which have moved this country forward through the ages.

As Alexis de Tocqueville wrote in Democracy in America “America is a
land of wonders, in which everything is in constant motion and every change
seems an improvement. No natural boundary seems to be set to the efforts of
man; and in his eyes what is not yet done is only what he has not attempted to
do.” This Committee has attempted to achieve what is best for the country and
I trust it will continue to do so in the next 200 years.

JAMES V. HANSEN,
Chairman.






INTRODUCTION

As the Committee approaches its Bicentenial, I am pleased to present to the
Members of the Committee on Resources this staff report on the background of
the Committee on Resources and its predecessor Committees. While not a full
discussion of all events and people, this provides a quick reference of major
themes, issues, Members and jurisdictions of the Committee.

The Committee on Resources can trace its history back almost 200 years.
Afterthe Louisiana Purchase, the United States face a question of how to manage
newly acquired lands which doubled the size of the country. On December 17,
1805, the House established the Committee on Public Lands with jurisdiction
over the lands of the United States.

Throughout the history of the Committee on Public Lands, the focus has
changed from: exploration settlement consumption preservation and
shared use. The changes in focus can be seen through the changes in legislative
proposals. Firstwe explored the lands to see what resources were available, then
promoted the settlement of the lands (Homestead Acts); the consumption of the
resources (mining and timber acts); the preservation of areas of significance
(Antiquities Act, Creation of the Park system); and finally shared uses (recreation
and multiple use acts).

As the country managed it newly acquired lands, other Committees were
created to focus on specific issues. The House created the following
Committees: the Committees on Indian Affairs, Territories, Mines and Mining,
Pacific Railroads, Irrigation and Reclamation, and Insular Affairs. Although the
Committee on Pacific Railroads was abolished in 1911, the rest existed until the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, when their jurisdictions were transferred
to the Public Lands Committee. In 1951 the Public Lands Committee's name was
changed to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, in 1993 the name was
changed to Natural Resources, and in 1995 to the Committee on Resources.

Although established for one purpose, Committees often change their
methods of handling an issue as the country itself changes its views on the issue.

For instance, the issue of Native Americans as handled by the federal
government was included in the Department of War, later it was moved into the
Bureau of Indian Affairs and finally under the Department of the Interior.
Originally the federal government view the Native Americans as warring nations
against the United States - and it was a up to the Department of War to maintain
the peace. Later, the country took the view (with the opening of the West) that
the relocation of the tribes west of the Mississippi was the best solution.
Eventually the federal government began to view the Native Americans as
citizens and began to provide for their well being.

These themes and patterns can be seen as you examine the major legislation
passed through the Committees and Congress throughout the decades.
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While this is not an extensive list of all issues within the purview of the
Committees, itdoes highlight major events and actions taken by the Committees.

I hope that the information included in this brief history will be helpful to the
Members of the Committee and their staff.

Michael S. Twinchek
Chief Clerk
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INTRODUCTION

The contemporary House Committee on Resources possesses legislative
and oversight authority over a broad range of subjects, including national parks
and publiclands; forests created from the public domain; water resources; oceans
policy; environmental policy; energy legidation; mining policies and programs;
and governmental policy toward U.S. territories and Native American groups.
These policy areas have not always been gathered together inone committee, and
other House committees also have jurisdiction over aspects or components of
many of these policy issues. When a new policy concern was manifested in the
19" and early 20" centuries, the H ouse typically established anew committee and
assigned it responsibility for each new policy area. By the early 20" Century, the
House had a large number of standing committeesin which related subjects were
often handled by several different committees. Starting with the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946 and through a series of later committee system
reorganizations, the House has sought to consolidate related policy areas within
the authority of a smaller number of standing committees.

The modern House Committee on Resources can trace its evolution
through nearly two centuries of the history of the House of Representatives. The
L ouisiana Purchase of 1803 brought under the control of the federal government
an enormous amount of land. The effectiveand orderly development of that new
land area, in addition to the devel opment of existing public lands areas, became
a matter of much greater concern to Congress. In 1805, the House established
a standing Committee on Public Lands. From this panel and other committees,
the Committee on Resources can trace its origins.

The following historical sketch reviews House action in the intervening
years to adapt its committees to changing policy circumstances, and focuses
particularly on actions over the past quarter century that have led to the current
structure and jurisdiction of the modern Committee on Resources.

EARLY HOUSE PRACTICE ON COMMITTEES

During the first Congresses, before the creation of a public lands
committee, a comprehensive standing committee system did not exist in the
House of Representatives. Legislative workload wasrelatively light, the House
was amuch smaller legislative body than it istoday, and congressional rules and
structures were at arudimentary stage of development.

Generally, any Member was free to seek recognition from the Speaker and
urge the House to consider acting on a particular subject. If the House found the
Member’ s argument persuasive, it would set a date for | ater debate on the subject
in the Committee of the Whole. There, interested Members would discuss the
merits of the proposal. If, ultimately, sentiment in the Committee of the Whole
favored further action on the issue, the House would order the Speaker to name
a select committee to draft a bill according to the policy preferences of the
House.
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The select committee’ s authority was limited to drafting and reporting the
ordered bill. The House, after debating (and possibly amending) a select
committee' s bill, would moveto final passage. Then, the select committeewould
be disbanded.

This informal manner of proceeding was possible only so long as the
legislative workload of the House remained light. Workload among the
numerous select committees was spread unevenly among House members, with
some highly regarded House Members being named to many select committees
while other House M embers were rarely named to such panels. Although the
House had created a few standing committees very early in its history,* it began,
after 1800, to set up an increasing number of panels as standing committees.
Unlike select committeeswhich were named for short timesand limited purposes,
the standing committeeswould be permanent legislative units to which proposed
bills on specified subjects would automatically be referred.

THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE’S 19™ CENTURY PREDECESSORS

The predecessors of the modern Committee on Resources were an integral
part of lawmaking, oversight, and stewardship of natural resources since thefirst
decade of the 19" century. As new subjects of concern arose (for example, the
orderly sale and settlement of public lands, the organization of government in
new territories, and the development of natural resources), the House often
established a new committee to review relevant legislation.

In 1803, the purchase of the Louisiana Territory was completed, and the
land area of the United States doubled overnight; management of this vast new
domain would entail significant new responsibilities for the federal government
and for Congress in establishing policy over the new territory. Duringthe Eighth
Congress, in January 1805, a proposal to establish a committee on public lands
was first introduced. However, as the Eighth Congress was soon to adjourn (in
March 1805), most House Members agreed to let the Ninth Congress decide on
the need for a new panel. The proposed public lands committee is the earliest
House standing committee with responsibility for subjects now within the
responsibility of the modern Resources Committee.

Committee on Public Lands Just after the Ninth Congress convened in
December 1805, Representative William Findley (DR-PA) “suggested the
propriety of instituting a permanent committee to be charged with whatever
respects the lands of the United States.” The House approved the proposal on

* Among the earliest standing committees were the Committee on Enrolled Bills (created 1789),
Committee on Ways and Means (initially a select committee in 1789, made a standing committee
in 1802), the Committee on Commerce and Manufactures (created 1795), and the Committee on
Elections (created 1794). Only five standing committees were established before 1800. An
additional six were created between 1800 and 1810, including the Committee on Public Lands. By
1825, the House had 28 standing committees.
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December 17, 1805.2 A majority agreed that House businesswould be facilitated
by creating a standing committee whose decisions on public lands matters would
be uniform. From their continuing work on the subject, committee members
would become more expert on public lands policy than would a sel ect committee
having temporary membership and a short-term mandate.®> The panel, “styled a
Committee Respecting the Lands of the United States,” was initially composed
of seven members. Representative Andrew Gregg (DR-PA) was named the first
chairman of the Public Lands Committee.*

Throughout most of the 19™ century, the panel exercised legislative
jurisdiction over public lands including irrigation; the public lands of Alaska;
certain forest reserves; national parks and reservations; preservation of
prehistoric ruins; and somemineral land claims.® During the same period, as new
policy concerns requiring a federal response emerged, the House added six
additional standing committeeswith jurisdiction over various aspects of natural
resourcesmanagement and Native American people. These committeeswerethe
Committeeon PrivateL and Claims; Committee on Indian Affairs; Committee on
Territories; Committee on Mines and Mining; Committee on Irrigation of Arid
Lands; and Committee on Insular Affairs.

Committee on Private Land Claims On April 27, 1816, the creation of
a standing committee to deal with land claims by private citizens was proposed
by Representative Thomas Robertson (DR-LA), Chairman of the Committee on
Public Lands. His proposal was adopted by the House two days later.
Representative Solomon Sharp (DR-KY ) wasthefirst chairman. The committee
exercised jurisdiction over bills to establish a land court and processes for the
adjudication and settlement of private claims to land® The committee was

*Annals of Congress, Ninth Congress, Dec. 16, 1805, p. 285. The DR designation represents the
Democratic-Republican Party connected with Thomas Jefferson in opposition to the Federalists
Early 19" century party designations areimprecise and Members' party affiliations often are not
indicated in official sources.

*U.S. Congress, House, Hinds’ Precedents of the House of Representatives of the United States,
compiled by Asher C. Hinds (hereafter Hinds’ Precedents) (Washington: GPO, 1907), vd. IV, §
4194, p. 781.

*Annals of Congress, House of Representatives, Ninth Congress Dec. 16, 1805, p. 285. It was
traditional for the size of each standing committee to be specified inthe Rules of the House. From
Congressto Congress, the authorized size of the different committees might i ncrease or decrease.
Beginning in 1975, the House del eted the size of each committeefromits Rules and authorized the
majority and minority party caucuses to determine the appropriate size of each committee.
Representative Findley, the sponsor of theproposal to create the Public Lands Committee, was not
named itsfirst chairman because Findley already chaired the Committee on Elections.

°*Hinds’ Precedents, vol. 1V, 8 4195-4203, pp. 782-785.
*Hinds’ Precedents, vol. |V, 8 4273-4274, pp. 814-815.
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abolished in 1911, when its jurisdiction was reassigned to the Committee on
Public Lands.”

Committee on Indian Affairs The Committee on Indian Affairs was
created on December 17, 1821, when the House agreed to the motion of
Representative Samuel Moore (DR-PA) to establish the committee.
Representative Moore subsequently was named the new committee’s first
chairman. The committee had broad jurisdiction over subjects relating to the
care, education, and management of American Indian tribes, including the care
and allotment of Indian lands. Additionally, the committee was responsible for
both general and special hills for claims which were paid out of Indian funds.®
The Committee on Indian Affairsremained a separate standing committee until
1946 when it was abolished and its jurisdiction assigned to the reorganized
Public Lands Committee as part of the Legislative Reorganization Act of that
year.

Between 1885 and 1920, the Committee on Indian Affairs was granted
authority to report appropriations for the support of government programs
relating to Indians. In 1920, as part of awider legislative and executive branch
reorganization relating to federal fiscal management, appropriations jurisdiction
was once again consolidated in the Committee on A ppropriations.®

Committee on Territories The Committee on Territorieswasestablished
on December 13, 1825, on the motion of Representative James Strong of New
York.® The committee exercised jurisdiction over measures relating to the
organization and reorganization of territorial governments. Itsauthority extended
to measures relating to the admission of new states to the Union. This charge
included | egislation relating to thegeneral affairs of theterritories, including bills
governing territorial legislatures and courts. Before the Civil War, the
Committee on Territories was also deeply involved in the question of slavery in
the territories, and whether a specific territory should be admitted to the Union
asa‘“free” or “dave” state. After the contiguous territories of the United States
had been admitted to statehood, the work of the committee largely focused on
measures relating to the territories of Alaska and Hawaii, including matters of
congressional representation, thereview of territorial laws, and municipal matters

"U.S. Congress, House, Cannon’s Precedents of the House of Representatives of the United States,
compiled by ClarenceCannon (hereafter Cannon’s Precedents), (Washington: GPO, 1935), vol . VI,
§1923, p. 787.

8Hinds’ Precedents, vol. IV, § 4204-4206, p. 785; Cannon's Precedents vol. V11, §1934-1938, pp.
791-793.

°Cannon’s Precedents, vol. VI, 81741, p. 717.

°U.S. Congress, House, Journal of the House of Representatives, 19" Cong., 1* sess., p. 46. The
Biographical Directory of the American Congress shows no known party designation for
Representative Strong.
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within the territories.! It remained a standing committee until 1946 when itwas
abolished and its jurisdiction was assigned to the reorganized Committee on
Public Lands.

Committee on Mines and Mining TheMinesand Mining Committeewas
created on December 19, 1865, as part of a major committee system
reorganization in the House of Representatives. Representative William Higby
(R-CA) wasitsfirst chairman. The committee acted on measures authorizing an
appropriation for the Geol ogical Survey; to procure mining statistics; creating an
executivedepartment of minesand mining; and establishing schools of minesand
mining and mining experiment stations. Italso reported the General Mining Law
of 1872 (17 Stat. 91). The committee also considered | egislation on mine safety
and miner protection.’? The committee remained in existence until 1946 when
it was abolished and itsjurisdiction was assigned to the reorganized Committee
on Public Lands.

Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands The committee was made a
standing committee of the House on August 18, 1893, pursuant to H.Res. 3, the
resolution adopting the Rulesof the Housefor the 53" Congress. The resolution
was presented to the House by Representative Thomas C. Catchings (D-M S), a
member of the Rules Committee. Previously, the Irrigation Committee had been
a select committee.® Representative William Vanever (R-CA) was named
chairman when the committee was elevated to standing committee status. The
authority of the committee was largely confined to the use of proceeds from the
sale of certain public land for the construction of irrigation projects. The
committee also considered measures on the use of materials on forest
reservations and other public lands for irrigation works, and the construction of
dams across the Y ellowstone River.* Later, in 1924, the authority of the
Irrigation of Arid Lands Committee was expanded to include general land
reclamation issues, and its name changed to the Committee on Irrigation and
Reclamation.’® In 1946, the committee was abolished and its jurisdiction was
assigned to the reorganized Public Lands Committee.

Committee on Insular Affairs The last of the Resources Committee’'s
original predecessor standing committees was created December 8, 1899. On
that day, the House agreed to a resolution offered by Representative James A.
Tawney (R-MN) establishing a committee having authority over measures
concerning the Philippine Idands, Puerto Rico, and Cuba, which came to the

“Hinds’ Precedents, vol. 1V, § 4208-4212, pp. 786-788.
“Hinds’ Precedents, vol. |V, § 4223-4229, pp. 796-798.
BCongressional Record, vol. 25, Aug. 18, 1893, pp. 477.
“Hinds’ Precedents, vol. 1V, 84307-4308, pp. 827-828.

*Cannon’s Precedents, vol. VI, §2031, p. 827.
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United States through the treaty ending the Spanish-American War.'®
RepresentativeHenry L. Cooper (R-WI) was the first chairman of the committee.
It exercised nearly exclusivejurisdiction over all subjects, other than revenue and
appropriations, relating to the newly acquired islands. Following extensive
debate and a vote by the House in 1906, the House confirmed that jurisdiction
over Cuba had shifted to the Committee on Foreign Affairs when a Cuban
government was formed, despite the fact that jurisdictional language in the rule
had remained unchanged.’” The committee continued until 1946 when it was
abolished and its jurisdiction was assigned to the reorganized Public Lands
Committee.

PRIVILEGED STATUS AND APPROPRIATIONS

Asthelegidativeworkload of the House grew, it became necessary for the
House to devise methods to assure chamber action on measures the House
considered essential. The practice developed in the House of granting to certain
committeesthe“right to report at any time,” by which the House then meant that
the reporting committee could demand immediate consideration of its bill by the
House. Initially, this right was granted to the Committee on Enrolled Bills and
the Committee on Elections. In 1885, the Committee on Public Lands was
authorized to report to the House at any time on mattersrelating to the “forfeiture
of land grants to railroads and other corporations, bills preventing speculationin
public lands, and bills for the reservation of the public lands for the benefit of
actual and bona fide settlers.” The Committee on Territories was, at the same
time, authorized to report to the House at any time on the admission of new states
to the Union.*®

Thisright was retained under House Rules by these committees, and their
successor, the Committee on Public Lands and, later, the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs. In 1974, as part of the Committee Reform Amendments of
that year, the House removed from the Interior Committee (and from the Ways
and Means Committee) the right to report to the House at any time.*°

The control of federal expenditures has always been an important issue
within Congress. Until 1865, the Committee on Ways and Means had

®*Congressional Record, vol. 33, Dec. 8, 1899, p. 159.
“"Hinds’ Precedents, vol. 1V, § 4213-4215, pp. 788-789.
'® Hinds’ Precedents, vol. 1V, 84621, pp. 950-952.

¥ U.S. Congress, House, Constitution, Jefferson's Manual, and Rules of the House of
Representatives, 107" Cong., H. Doc. 106-320, 106" Cong., 2™ sess., compiled by Charles W.
Johnson, Parliamentarian (Washington: GPO, 2001), p. 446. Hinds’ and Cannon’s Precedents of
the House of Representatives, V. |V, 84621, 4633; vol. VIII, 82251. Deschler’s Precedents of the
U.S. House of Representatives, vol. 4, ch. 17, 8%c. 63. Absent thisright, amodern committee, such
as the Resources Committee, must now use other procedural options for obtai ning floor action on
its bills, generally by obtaining a special rule from the Rules Committee, by offering a mation to
suspend the rules, or by seeking unanimous consent.
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jurisdiction over appropriations measures as well as revenue bills and banking.
In 1865, the new Appropriations Committee assumed authority over
appropriationsbills. By 1885, many Members of the House had cometo criticize
thefiscal restraint of the Appropriations Committees, and the lessened influence
of the standing committees, which considered authorizing legislation. Beginning
in that year, several standing committees were given authority to report
appropriations bills on specified subjects. One of the committees gaining such
power was the Committee on Indian Affairs which, for the next 35 years,
reported the appropriations bill to fund executive branch activities regarding
Indians. 1n 1920, the House again revised itsrulesand voted to consolidate once
again appropriationsjurisdictionintheAppropriationsCommittee, andto remove
such authority from the half dozen committees that had previously had such
authority. The effect of the 1920 action was to once again put policy
development largely within the hands of authorizing committees, such as the
modern Resources Committee, while most decisions on competing demandsfor
funds among agencies and programs were to be the responsibility of the
Appropriations Committee.?

LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1946

Each of the predecessors to the modern Resources Committee was
established at a time when policy interest in their respective subject areas was
substantial. However, the distribution of work among the standing committees
understandably shifted over time. Granting statehood to territoriesin the “lower
48" eliminated much of the work of the Territories Committee. The role of the
Insular Affairs Committee declined when the United States recognized the
independence of Cuba and the Philippines. Conversely, as concern over
balancing resource development and preservation rose, the role of the Public
Lands Committee was enhanced.

During World War 11, many in Congress sought to reorganize the House
and Senate (particularly their committees) to enable Congress to exercise its
constitutional responsibilities more effectively. This concern manifested itself
with theformation inlate 1944 of the Joint Committee on the Organization of the
Congress. This committee, chaired by Senator Robert M. La Follette Jr.
(Progressive Republican-W 1) and having as vice chairman Representative A.S.
(Mike) Monroney (D-OK), proposed a massive restructuring of the committee
systems in the House and Senate. From this proposal (the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, Public Law 601, 79th Congress, 60 Stat. 812), came
the establishment of atransformed and reorganized Committee on Public Lands.

% House Rule X, cl. 56, Rules of the House, 66" Cong., 2" sess., 1919, House Journal, p. 543.
H.Res 324, 66" Cong., 2" sess. Debate on the resolution can befound in Congressional Record,
vol. 59, June1, 1920, pp. 8110-8120.
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Representative M onroney described theintent of joint committee members
in seeking to consolidate policy jurisdictions into a smaller number of
committees.

Ninety-five percent of all legislation that becomes law passes the Congress
in the shapethat it came fromour committees. Therefore, if our committee
work is sloppy, if it isbad, if it isinadequate, our legislation in 95 percent
of the cases will be bad and inadequate aswell. It ison thisvital point that
thekeysone of reorganizationrests. If you arenot willing to reorganizethis
overlapping crazyquilt pattern of committee structure, then just do not try
to do any reorganizing, because it is the basis and the keystone of this
reorganization bill. You cannot continueto operatein the year 1945 with
committeesthat just grew like Topsy from the beginning of thisNation. We
have to reorganize their functions and realine (sic) them, so that the
members of the committees will have a chance to specialize on one major
committee and have the time to devoteto it.*

The Legislative Reorganization Act revolutionized the attenuated House
committee system. In 1946, there were 44 House standing committees. After the
reorganization, therewere 19. The 1946 L egislative Reorganization Act sought
to assemble related subjects under one committee’s jurisdiction and also to
equalize workload across committee lines.

Thereorganized Committee onPublic Landsretained thejurisdiction of the
pre-1946 Public Lands Committee and absorbed the legidative and oversight
responsibilities of the six other committees named above. In addition, the new
Public LandsCommittee acquired jurisdiction for military parksand battlefields,
aswell asfor military cemeteries. Previously, these subjectshad fallen within the
purview of the Committeeon Military Affairswhich, in turn, had become part of
the new Committee on Armed Services under the 1946 Act.

L ost from one of its predecessor committees (the Committee on Minesand
Mining) was the subject of welfare of mine workers. This topic was transferred
to the Committee on Education and Labor (now called the Committee on
Education and the Workforce). For the first time, the Rules of the House
attempted aclear definition of each new committee’slegislativejurisdiction. The
responsibilities of the newly created committeewereitemized in House Rule X1
of the 80" Congress, as follows:

(a) Forest reserves and national parks created from the public domain.
(b) Forfeiture of land grants and alien ownership, including alien
ownership of mineral lands.

(c) Geological Survey.

(d) Interstate compacts relating to apportionment of waters for irrigation
purposes.

(e) Irrigation and reclamation, including water supply for reclamation

*Remarksof Hon. A.S. MikeMonroney, Congressional Record, 79" Cong., 2" sess., July 15, 1945,
vol. 92, p. 10040.
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projects, and easements of public lands for irrigation projects, and
acquisition of private landswhen necessary to completeirrigation projects.
(f) Measures relating to the care, education, and management of Indians,
including the care and allotment of Indian lands and general and special
measures relating to claims which are paid out of Indian funds.

(g) Measures relating generally to Hawaii, Alaska, and the insular
possessions of the United States, except those affecting the revenues and
appropriations.

(h) Military parks and battlefields, and national cemeteries.

(i) Mineral land laws and claims and entries thereunder.

(j) Mineral resources of the public lands.

(k) Mining interests generally.

(1) Mining schools and experimental stations.

(m) Petroleum conservation on the public lands and conservation of the
radium supply in the United States.

(n) Preservation of prehistoric ruins and obj ects of interest on the public
domain.

(o) Publiclandsgenerally, including entry, easements, and grazing thereon.
(p) Relations of the United States with the Indians and the Indian tribes.

REDESIGNATED AS COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS

In 1951, early in the 82™ Congress, the House voted to change the name
of the Public Lands Committee to that of the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs. |t was the view of several members that the name Public Lands, while
one of historic significance, no longer reflected the broader legislative
responsibilities of the committee. The House was also interested in having an
identical name with that of the comparable committee in the Senate. The
resolution (H.Res. 100, 82™ Congress, 1% session) providing for the name
change was unanimously endorsed both by the Public Lands Committee and by
the House Rules Committees which formally considered the proposal and
reported it to the House. The House agreed to the resolution by voice vote on
February 2, 1951.%

MILITARY CEMETERY JURISDICTION

An alteration of jurisdiction in 1967 transferred authority for some of the
military cemeteries that had come within the committee’ s jurisdiction under the
1946 Legislative Reorganization Act. On October 20, 1967, the House agreed
to H.Res. 241 (90th Congress), granting to the Veterans' Affairs Committee

#2Congressional Record, vol. 97, Feb. 2, 1951, pp. 883-884. The subject jurisdictions of the House
and Senate Interior Committees were nearly identical at the time. Only one area separated the two.
TheHouse Interi or Committee had authority over measures providing for “the acqui sition of private
landswhen necessary to completeirrigation projects.” The Senate Interior Committee had no such
formal jurisdiction, and no other Senate committee had such language within its legislaive
jurisdiction. In 1977, the Senate Interior Committee was renamed the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resourcesas part of amajor committee system reor gani zati on di scussed later inthis history.
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jurisdiction over "cemeteries of the United States in which veterans of any war
or conflict are or may be buried, whether in the United States or abroad, except
cemeteries administered by the Secretary of the Interior."

As Representative James H. Quillen (R-TN), a member of the Rules
Committee, noted, certain historic battlefield cemeteries (both in the United
States and abroad) were closed to future burials while a significant number of
military cemeteries remained ableto accommodate future burials. Under H.Res.
241, the Veterans' Committee would acquire jurisdiction over cemeteries open
to future burials of veterans while those which were closed wereto remain within
the jurisdiction of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee. Representatives
of both committees had been active in negotiations surrounding the jurisdiction
change. Aftertheresolution was agreed to by the House, Representative Wayne
Aspinall (D-CO), chairman of the Interior Committee, obtained unanimous
consent to refer 66 bills and two resolutions concerning the burial of veteransin
military cemeteries from the Interior Committee to the Committee on V eterans'
Affairs. The division of responsibility between the two committees about
military cemeteries continues to the present day.?

THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE IN AN ERA OF CHANGE

For most of the next two decades, the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs was predominately concerned with legislation preserving, enlarging,
maintai ning, and using public lands and national parks; the development of water
resources, and territorial and Indian affairs legislation. The membership of the
Committee reflected this orientation: until the 1970's, most of the committee
members came from the western United States or from A merican territorial
possessions represented in Congress by non-voting D elegates.?*

By the 1970s, Congress wasentering a period of organizational and policy
turmoil. Two national energy crises led many M embers of the House to believe
that its committees were ill-adapted to deal comprehensively with energy and
environmental matters. Concurrently, a generation of younger, reform-oriented
House M embersin both parties sought to decentralize House operations and to
force a more equitable distribution of power within the committee system. The
Interior and Insular Affairs Committeeand itsroleweregreatly changed by these
forces.

#HouseResol ution 241, 90th Congress, October 20, 1967. For additional information on Housefloor
debateandthere-referral of affected billsand resolutions, consult Deschler's Precedents, ch. 17, sec.
40-16. It should be noted that the Veterans' Affairs Committee was established pursuant to the
L egislative Reorganization Act of 1946. There appears to have been no effort at that time to move
military cemeteries from the former Military Affairs Committee to the new veterans' panel.

¢ Until the passage of the Legidlative Reorganization Act of 1970, territorial delegateswerelimited
to service on the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. Subsequent changes in party rules
enabled the Delegates and the Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico to serve on any ganding
committee on an equal basis with voting Members of the House.
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COMMITTEE REFORM AMENDMENTS OF 1974

In 1970, Congresspassed the L egisl ative Reorganization Act (P.L.91-510,
84 Stat. 1140), ameasure that contained changesin House and Senate committee
procedures, but with no change in the structure and jurisdictions of House
committees. In the 93rd Congress (1973), the House established a Select
Committee on Committees (widely known as the Bolling Committee after its
chairman, Representative Richard Bolling (D-MO)). The House intended this
panel to focus on committee structure and jurisdiction. Under terms of the
resolution creating the Bolling Committee, any recommendation from the panel
would be referred to the House Rules Committee for further review. The oil
embargo of 1973, with its consequent fuel shortages and rapid price increases,
focusedintenseinterest in any committeereform proposals that dealt with energy
policy jurisdiction.

The Bolling Plan on Energy and the Environment The Bolling
Committee studied the existing H ouse committee structure and recommended in
early 1974 a sweeping reorganization of the House committee system. Under the
Bolling proposal, the Interior Committee would have acquired vast new
jurisdiction over energy and environmental policy. Under its new name, the
Committee on Energy and the Environment would have had within its domain
responsibility for national environmental policy; conventional and nuclear energy
production, regulation, and conservation; public lands (except for forests,
farming, and grazing) and land use planning; minerals and mining, and mining
schools; water resources (including power resources, ocean dumping, coastal
zone management, and deepwater ports); and air, water, and noise pollution.

This proposal wasamong the most controversial suggested by the Bolling
Committee. Under it, the Commerce Committee and the Merchant M arine and
Fisheries Committee were slated to lose important sources of legislative
jurisdiction to the new Energy and Environment Committee. The merger of
energy and environment jurisdiction into one panel raised fears among
environmental interest groups that energy production interests would dominate
the new panel and would tend to minimize the influence of environmental
advocateswithin Congress. The Bolling Committee understood these concerns,
but anticipated better policy coordination by linking the issues.

The select committee believesit has created aproperly balanced committee
by combining energy and the environment. Energy resources on the public
lands are vast and comprise hundreds of yearsof supply of coal, billions of
barrels of ail in shale, untapped resources of oil and gas on the Outer
Continental Shelf in general and the Atlantic coastin particular. The useof
these resources can adversely affect the environment and also require, for
coal and oil shale development, very large quantities of scarce water
resources. These resource questions and the major questions of
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environmental policy would be placed in one committee where they can be
heard and resolved.”®

The Hansen Committee and Its Plan As concerns with this and other
aspects of the select committee's proposal mounted, the House Democratic
Caucus directed one of its party committees, the Committee on Organization,
Study, and Review chaired by Representative JuliaButler Hansen of W ashington,
to review the Bolling proposal. The Hansen committee, in turn, drafted a
substantially less comprehensive alternative to the Bolling reorganization plan.

InOctober 1974, the House considered theoriginal Bolling proposal, along
with the Hansen plan, and a third alternative offered by Representative David
Martin (R-NE), the vice chairman of the Bolling Committee. On October 8,
1974, the House adopted the less-ambitious Hansen plan with some minor
modifications. Under the Hansen plan, as agreed to, the Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee's name remained the unchanged. Many areas of energy and
environmental jurisdiction planned for transfer to the Interior Committee under
the Bolling plan remained unchanged. However, there were significant
alterations in the Interior Committee's jurisdiction.?®

Interior Committee Jurisdiction Changes Under therevisedjurisdiction
rules recommended by the Hansen committee which went into effect at the
beginning of the 94th Congress, the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee lost
its authority over energy and environmental research and development to the
Committeeon Science and Technology.? The Interior Committee|ost | egislative
jurisdiction over I ndian education programsto the Committee on Education and
Labor, but retained responsibility for other Indian-related issues. Legislatively,
the Committeegained jurisdiction over parksin the District of Columbiafromthe
Public Works and Transportation Committee.

The Hansen reforms established anew committee authority called “ special
oversightjurisdiction.” It had been understood previously that committees were
responsible for overseeing the operations of programs and laws within their
legislative jurisdictions. However, all three reorganization plans called for
granting several House committees (including the Interior Committee) so-called
"special oversight” powers. These committees were authorized to oversee

**U.S. Congress, House, Select Committeeon Committees, Committee Reform Amendments of 1974,
H. Rept. 93-916, pt. I, 93¢ Cong., 2" sess (Washington: GPO, 1974), pp. 36-37.

*The work of the Bolling Committee and the reorganization of the House committees ultimately
achi eved through the modified Hansen planiscomprehensively reviewed in Davidson, Roger H. and
Walter J. Oleszek, Congress Against Itself (Bloomington, Indiana: IndianaUniversity Press, 1977).

" These terms were not contained in House Rules until the 1974 committee reforms, but in earlier
Congresses, both the Interior Committee and the Science and Astronautics Committee (and other
committees as well, especialy prior to the creation of the Science Committee in 1958) had been
involved in such issues without a formal jurisdictional mandate. Pursuant to H.Res 988,
jurisdictional language was incorporated into House Rule X on this subject and assigned to the
reorganized Committee on Science and Technology.
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programsover whichthey did not have exclusive or even predominant legidative
jurisdiction.

As aresult of this Rule change, the Interior Committee acquired specid
oversight authority over all programs affecting Indians, and non-military nuclear
energy and research and development, including disposal of nuclear waste. In
both areas, several committees shared legislative authority, but the Interior
Committee could conduct oversight on these policy areas without regard to
limitations on its legislative authority. The House, thereby, hoped to assure
systematic and comprehensive review of controversial policy areas without
regard for fragmentation of committee | egisl ative authority over these subjects.?®

Multiple Referrals Authorized The 1974 committeereformsadditionally
permitted the referral of legislation to more than one committee. Under the
former House Rule, bills were referred to the committee with legislative
jurisdiction over the predominant subject of the bill. Not infrequently, portions
of abill might come within the formal jurisdiction of another committee, which
would normally be denied the opportunity to review even that smaller section of
the bill in question.

Under the new rule, the Speaker was given authority to refer bills
simultaneously to two or more committees for concurrent consideration or to
divide a bill into its component parts in order to refer the pieces to the
appropriate committees. Under either the joint or split referral described, all
committees considering abill or partsthereof wererequired to report back to the
House before chamber consideration could be scheduled. Alternatively, the
Speaker could refer a bill first to one committee, and then when that bill was
reported, refer the measure (along with any amendments endorsed by the first
panel) to oneor more additional committeesto consider provisionsfalling within
their legislative jurisdictions. Secondary committeesunder such areferral could
have atime limit imposed on them by the Speaker.

Creation of Ad Hoc Committees Allowed Finally, the Speaker was
authorized to propose to the House the creation of an ad hoc committee to
consider aparticularly complex bill. Twice since 1975 the Speaker hasproposed
such ad hoc committees-the Ad Hoc Committee on the Outer Continental Shelf
(1975) and the Ad Hoc Committee on Energy (1977)—and, in both instances,
members of the Interior and Insular AffairsCommittee served on these important
panels. Fromthework of these committees camelandmark | egislation regul ating
the development of natural resources on outer continental shelf lands and
establishing a national energy policy.

Asan appendix to the 1974 committee reorganization, the House amended
itsrules at the beginning of the 94™ Congress in 1975 to require that all standing

**Therational e for these special oversight grantsisdescribedin Committee Reform Amendments, H.
Rept. 93-916, pt. 11, p. 70.
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committees having 20 members or more (except for the Committee on Budget)
establish a minimum of four subcommittees. The provision was intended to
require House committee chairmen to share responsibility with a group of
subcommittee leaders. The principa target of this Rules change was the House
Ways and Means Committee, which traditionally had not established
subcommittees. The Interior Committee was generally unaffected by this Rules
change, having established eight subcommitteesin the 93" Congress.

Interior Committee and Nuclear Power Jurisdiction, 1977

The Interior Committeereceived amajor expansioninjurisdictionin1977.
As a result of action taken by the Senate in reorganizing its committees, no
Senators were assigned to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE) and
the newly renamed Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources (the
former Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee) was directed to consider
the formal abolition of the atomic energy panel.

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy had been established pursuant to
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 (42 U.S.C. §8225). It was charged with matters
concerning the development, use, and control of atomic energy. The joint
committee was the only joint panel in modern times to be given legidative
jurisdiction. Consequently, House and Senate bills were referred to the
committee, reviewed by it, and reported to the appropriate chamber. The
respective House or Senate delegations to the joint committee managed floor
debatein their chamber. Inmost cases, joint committee members a so comprised
the conference committee that resolved chamber differences on legislation. In
the post-World War |l environment, such control of a policy issue by such a
small number of Members was thought desirable, but by the 1970s, there was
growing concern that the views of a broader range of M embers on atomic energy
issueswerenot able to be brought before thejoint committee. Asaresult, efforts
were undertaken in both chambers to abolish the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy and transfer its jurisdiction to other panels in each chamber.

The House, anticipating favorable Senate action on reorganization
proposals with regard to atomic energy jurisdiction, moved to change the
jurisdictions of its committees and to transfer legislative and oversight
jurisdiction from the joint committee and to reassign it to various House standing
committees.

The House Democratic Caucus Committee on Organization, Study, and
Review, still chaired by Representative Julia Butler Hansen, with the assistance
of Representative Jonathan Bingham (D-NY), a member of the then House
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, took the lead in suggesting the
relevant jurisdiction changes. When the House Democratic Caucus endorsed the
nuclear jurisdiction suggestions, they were incorporated into H.Res. 5, the
resolution adopting the Rules of the House for the 95th Congress. Asa result of
this Rule change, the legislative jurisdiction of the Atomic Energy Committee
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was divided among the House Committees on Armed Services, Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, Interior and Insular Affairs, and Science and Technology.

Under this Rules change, the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs
acquired the authority of the Atomic Energy Committee over the “regulation of
the domestic nuclear energy industry, including regulation of research and
development reactors and nuclear regulatory research.” To clarify the intent of
the House in agreeing to these rules changes, a“ memorandum of understanding”
wasdrafted by senior members of the aff ected committeesamplifyingtheir views
concerning the referral of legislation under the revised committee jurisdictions.
With regard to the Interior Committee and nuclear regulation, the memorandum
identified potential areas of jurisdiction overlap.

Under the Rule change . . . the jurisdiction of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy over various maters concerning thedomestic nucl ear power
industry is primarily vested in the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs; these matters include regulation of research reactors and reactors
used in production of energy for commercial purposes; regulation of the
commercia production and reprocessing of nuclear fuels; regulation of
nuclear waste management at the site of federally-licensed facilities;
regulation of trangportation of nuclear fuels and wastes; (sic) nuclear
regulatory research.

The committees recognize that their jurisdictions with respect to nuclear
power may overlap to some extent and in these cases joint or sequential
referrals may be approprigte. For example, one area in which joint or
sequential referral would be appropriate would be regulation of
management and disposal of nuclear wastes.

Theintention of the proponents of the Bingham amendment, as modified,
is to give the Interior Committee primary jurisdiction with respect to
legislation that deals principally with nuclear licensing and with sfety
regulation of nuclear facilities. However, as noted above, the Commerce
Committeewill have concurrent jurisdiction over many of these measures,
and could request a sequential referral of these measures, including
amendmentsto the Price-Anderson Act and authorizations of appropriations
for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.”?

The decentralization of atomic energy jurisdiction reflected the
decentralization of jurisdiction over most energy matters. The Bolling
Committee had been unable to achieve a significant consolidation of energy and
related environmental jurisdiction. The abolition of the Joint Atomic Energy
Committee further contributed to decentralized authority over energy and

M emorandum of Understanding with Respect to Bingham Amendment, Congressional Record, vol.
123, Jan. 3, 1977, p. 64. The terms of the memorandum guided the Speaker in 1985 in referring a
bill prescribing procedures for the meetings of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission jointly to the
Interior and Energy and Commerce (formerly the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee)
Committees; see Deschler's Procedure in the U.S. House of Representatives, 1987 Supplement, ch.
17, sec. 27, 29.
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environmental issues in the House, a matter that would not be addressed in a
significant manner until 1995.

COoMMITTEE REFORM, 96" CONGRESS

The House was unable, in 1974, to agree to the comprehensive committee
reorganization endorsed by the Bolling Committee. In 1977, the House
Commission on Administrative Review urged the House to consider
comprehensive committee reform again. This led the House in 1979 to form a
second Committee on Committees, thistime chaired by Representative Jerry M.
Patterson (D-CA). A second oil embargo in November 1979, shortly after the
formation of the Patterson Committee, inevitably focused the attention of this
second committee on energy jurisdiction change.

The Patterson Committee recommended establishing a new separate
Energy Committee which would have jurisdiction over most energy issues.
Concurrently, the Patterson Committee proposed enhancing the environmental
jurisdiction of the Interior Committee by retaining its nuclear regulatory
jurisdiction and granting itadditional jurisdiction over theenvironmental aspects
of national energy policy.

As before, these proposal s met with substantial opposition and, as before,
the House agreed to a substantially modified alternative. Representative
Jonathan Bingham, building on his prior role coordinating nuclear energy
jurisdiction change, took the lead in crafting the substitute energy jurisdiction
realignment, which ultimately passed the House on M arch 25, 1980.

The Bingham substitute enlarged the coordinating rol e of the Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee (renamed Committee on Energy and Commerce),
granted itjurisdiction over “national energy policy generally” and variousother
issues with regard to commercial energy uses and to the conservation of power.
The Bingham substitute deleted the Patterson Committee’ s proposal to enhance
the environmental jurisdiction of the Interior Committee, and as in 1977, a
memorandum of understanding concerning the interpretation of the affected
committees’ jurisdictions was entered into the Congressional Record to guide
subsequent bill referrals. With regardto the I nterior Committee, the historic role
of the committee was reasserted.

The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairsisto remain the Committee
of primary jurisdiction over regulation of commercia nuclear power,
nuclear regulatory research, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and its
authorization bill.  The memorandum of understanding relating to
separation and allocation of jurisdiction over nuclear issuesisto remainin
effect as aguide for the referral of legislation.®

*Statement of Understanding Concerning Certain Subparagraphs of the Bingham Substitute to
H.Res. 549. Congressional Record, v. 126, March 25, 1980, p. 6408.
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3 Congressional Record, v. 139, January 5, 1993, p. 49. Therewas no opposition voiced during
debate on the rules change package about the committee name change.

2 The Joint Committee on the Organization of Congresswascreated by H.Con.Res. 192 of the102™
Congress. The final report of the House Members of the Joint Committee discusses the panel’s
actions on committee system reform, including proposals that were not agreed to. U.S. Congress,
Joint Committee on the Organization of Congres
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over a period of six months on reform proposals. The House and Senate
delegations to the joint committee agreed to develop separate proposals for the
reorganization of their respective chambers. The House members of the joint
committee endorsed, after much controversy, a proposal that left House
committee jurisdictions unchanged. Instead, the House panel voted to establish
stronger limits on committee assignments (limiting Membersto no more than two
assignments). Along with this proposal, the House members recommended that
the House Rules Committee consider abolishing a standing committee whose
membership fell to 50 percent of the level it had in the 103™ Congress.

Representative Dreier thought this so-called “ deminimis” reform proposal
was an abrogation of the joint committee’s responsibility to offer a
comprehensive committee reform proposal. Dreier instead offered a plan that
would have abolished the M erchant M arine and Fisheries Committee, the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee, the District of Columbia Committee, and
House Administration Committee. The Dreier proposal failed on atievote of the
House members of the joint committee. The less ambitious committee reform
proposal wasthen reported by the House members of thejoint committee, but the
House took no further action on the proposal in the 103" Congress.*

Revised Reform Plan, 104™ Congress Failure of the House to act on a
committee reform plan was one of the issues stressed by Republican candidates
in the 1994 House elections. When the Republican Party won a majority of
House seats for the first time since the 1952 el ections, Republican leaders moved
quickly to act on major portions of the Dreier committee reform plan. The
revised Dreier plan, not quite so comprehensive as the one rejected by the joint
committee, nevertheless continued to endorse the abolition of three House
committees (Merchant Marine, District of Columbia, and Post Office and Civil
Service). A substantial portion of the M erchant Marine Committee’sjurisdiction
was transferred to Committee on Resources, as the plan renamed the former
Natural Resources Committee.

The renamed Committee on Resources acquired significant new authority
over fisheries, endangered specieslegisl ation, and merchant shipping, all subjects
formerly within the jurisdiction of the abolished Merchant Marine Committee.
The Resources Committee also acquired jurisdiction in the rules over the Trans-
Alaska pipeline. The committe€' s former authority over the nuclear energy
industry and the environmental aspects of energy policy was transferred to the
Energy and Commerce Committee. Asaresult of the jurisdictiona changes and

* For adiscussion of the committee reform proposals, seeU.S. Congress, House, Organization of
the Congress: Final Report of the House Members of the Joint Committee on the Organization of
Congress, H.Rept. 103-413, vol. 1, (Washington: GPO, 1993). See also, Janet Hook and Beth
Donovan, “Reform Panel Mirrors Issues Rather than Mends Them,” Congressional Quarterly
Weekly Report, vol. 51, November 20, 1993, pp. 3171-3172, and Janet Hook, “Congressional
Reform Panel Winds Up Work in Discord,” Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, vol. 51,
November 27, 1993, pp. 3249-3250
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House action to impose numeric limits on subcommittees, the Resources
Committee also modified the structure and jurisdiction of its subcommittees.

New Jurisdiction from the Merchant Marine Committee Attemptsto
abolish the Merchant Marine Committee and apportion its jurisdiction among
other appropriate committees had begun 20 years before, but had not been
successful until 1995. With the abolition of the Merchant M arine Committee, the
Resources Committee acquired major portions of the former committee's
jurisdiction, particularly marine and merchant marine affairs, coastal zone
management, and endangered specieslegislation. A section-by-section summary
of the House reform package was prepared by the House Rules Committee, and
it contained the following description of the changes affecting the Resources
Committee and other House committees.

This section rewrites clause 1 of rule X to reflect the abolition of three
committees-District of Columbia, Merchant M arineand Fisheries, and Post
Officeand Civil Service-thetransfer of thar jurisdictions, and therenaming
and jurisdictional changes in other standing committees of the House.
Specifically, fromthe Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.... the
fisheries, marine, non-national security aspects of the merchant marine,
oceanographic affairs; and endangered speciesjurisdictions aretransferred

to the Committee on Resources (formerly Natural Resources).**

At the same timethat the Resources Committee acquired some new jurisdiction,
it relinquished some authority. Its former special oversight jurisdiction over
nuclear energy and its legislative authority over the regulation of the nuclear
energy industry was transferred to the Committee on Commerce, as the
Committee on Energy and Commerce was renamed in the 104" Congress.

Resources Committee Jurisdiction in House Rules Asaresult of these
Ruleschanges, therevised authority of theCommittee on Resources wasitemized
in House Rule X, effective with the adoption on January 4, 1995, of H.Res. 6, the
resolution adopting House Rules for the 104" Congress. The 1995 Rules
changesmarked the most recent significant changein the ResourcesCommittee’s
jurisdiction. Under the recodification of House Rules at the start of the 105"
Congress, several stylistic changes were made in the text of the committee’s
jurisdiction, without substantive change. The committee’s jurisdiction as it
appearsin House Rules for the 107" Congressiis as follows:

3 “Section-by-Section Analyssof HouseRules Resolution,” Congressional Record, vol. 141, Jan.
4, 1995, p. 474. The assignment of jurisdiction over the Trans-Alaska pipdine to the Resources
Committee caused no controversy, although jurisdiction over other pipelines was shared by the
Energy and Commerce and Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. The justification for
assigning such responsi hility to the Resources Committee was the significant portion of public land
over which the Trans-Alaska pipeline runs, as well as the legisative jurisdiction of the committee
over Native American lands and issues.
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(1)Fisheries and wildlife, including research, restoration, refuges, and
conservation.

(2) Forest reserves and national parks created from the public
domain.

(3) Forfeiture of land grants and alien ownership, including alien
ownership of mineral lands.

(4) Geological Survey.

(5) International fishing agreements.

(6) Interstate compacts relating to apportionment of waters for
irrigation purposes.

(7) Irrigation and reclamation, including water supply for
reclamation projects and easements of public lands for irrigation
projects; and acquisition of private lands when necessary to
complete irrigation projects.

(8) Native Americans generally, including the care and all otment of
Native American lands and general and special measuresrelating to
claims that are paid out of Native American funds.

(9) Insular possessions of the United States generally (except those
affecting the revenue and appropriations).

(10) Military parksand battlefields, national cemeteriesadministered
by the Secretary of the Interior, parks within the District of
Columbia, and the erection of monuments to the memory of
individuals.

(11) Mineral land laws and claims and entries thereunder.

(12) Mineral resources of public lands.

(13) Mining interests generally.

(14) Mining schools and experimental stations.

(15) Marine affairs, including coastal zone management (except for
measures relating to oil and other pollution of navigable waters).
(16) Oceanography.

(17) Petroleum conservation on public lands and conservation of the
radium supply in the United States.

(18) Preservation of prehistoric ruins and objects of interest on the
public domain.

(19) Public lands generally, including entry, easements, and grazing
thereon.

(20) Relations of the United States with Native Americans and
Native American tribes.

(21) Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline (except ratemaking).

In addition to its legislative jurisdiction under the preceding
provisionsof thisparagraph (anditsgeneral oversight function under
clause 2(b)(1)), the committee shall have the special oversight
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functions provided for in clause 3(e) with respect to all programs
affecting Indians.®

Revisions in Subcommittee Structure Other Ruleschangesadopted
by the House at the start of the 104" Congress altered the role of subcommittees
among all House committees. The former Rule requiring larger committees to
establish at least four subcommittees was established when the House was intent
on decentralizing therole of full committeesand their chairs. By 1995, it wasthe
view of a majority of the House that such decentralization had resulted in too
much fragmentation of full committee authority.

Under the Rules change established pursuant to H.Res. 6 of the 104"
Congress, most House committees were to be limited to establishing no more
thanfive subcommittees, although asixth subcommitteecouldbecreatedif it was
an exclusively oversight subcommittee. The Rule granted specific exemptions
for the Committee on Appropriations and the Committee on Government Reform
(then the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight). The new
subcommittee limit, coming as it did with the addition of substantial new
legislativeresponsibilitiesfor therenamed Committee on Resources, caused the
committee to revise its subcommittee structure.®

The subcommittees of the Natural ResourcesCommitteein the 103™(1993-
1995) Congress were as follows:

. Energy and Mineral Resources

. Insular and International Affairs

. National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands
. Native American Affairs

. Oversight and Investigations

*Rules of the House of Representatives, 107th Congress. House Rule X, pp. 6-7. The full
jurisdiction statement isincluded here to show the formal jurisdiction of the Resources Committee
inthe 107" Congress. There were somestylistic changes madein the recitation of the committee’s
jurisdiction, pursuant to the House Rules recodification at thestart of the 106" Congress (H.Res. 5,
January 6, 1999). The primary stylistic change involving the Resources Committee was the change
of the word “Indian” to “Native American.” However, the codification was intended to make no
substantive change in House Rules or committee jurisdictions.

% Changes in House Rules are not the only reason for change in the number and jurisdiction of
subcommittees. Often, the preferences and interests of committee and subcommittee leaders
contribute to such changes In the 101* Congress (1989-1991), the last full Congressin which
MorrisK. Uddl (D-AZ) served as chairman, the subcommittees were as follows: Energy and the
Environment; Water, Power and Offshore Energy Resources; Mining and Natural Resources;
National Parks and Public Lands; Insular and International Affairs, and General Oversight and
Investigations. Under the full committee chairmanship of George Miller (D-CA) in the 102
Congress (1991-1993), the subcommittees were as follows: Energy and the Environment; Water,
Power and Offshore Energy Resources; Mining and Natural Resources; Nationa Parks and Public
Lands; Insular and International Affairs, and General Oversight and California Desert Lands.
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Two years later (104" Congress, 1995-1997), the renamed Committee on
Resources established the following subcommittees, reflecting major additions
to itslegislative jurisdiction:

. Energy and Mineral Resources

. Fisheries, Wildlife and Oceans

. National Parks, Forests, and Lands
. Native American and Insular Affairs
. Water and Power Resources

In the following, 105™ Congress (1997-99), the Resources Committee
shifted some responsibilities among its subcommittees and emphasized other
policy areas by renaming some of its subcommittees. Therevised subcommittees
were as follows:

. Energy and Mineral Resources

. Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife and Oceans
. National Parks and Public Lands

. Forests and Forest Health

. W ater and Power

Under this new division of responsibility, forestry issues became the area of
primary responsibility for anew subcommittee, splitting this subject off from the
authority of the subcommittee on public lands, which had previously had the
highest workload among the Resources Committee’s subcommittees. The
subjects formerly handled by the Subcommittee on Native American and Insular
Affairs were henceforth to be considered only at the full committee level.

This subcommittee structure was unchanged in the 106" Congress, and
only a minor change was adopted by the Resources Committee at the beginning
of the107" Congressin 2001. At that time, the parks subcommitteewas formally
renamed the Subcommittee on National Parks, Recreation, and Public L ands, and
language was added toitsjurisdiction in committee rules, reflecting the growing
concern about the appropriate uses of national parks and public lands for
recreational purposes. The subcommittee names are listed below. The portion
of the Resources Committee’srules ass gning specific legislative responsibilities
to each s